PROPERTY TAX APPEAL BOARD S DECI SI ON

APPELLANT: Kat hi & Ron Enzenbacher
DOCKET NO : 04-01658.001-R-1
PARCEL NO.: 04-13-021-007

The parties of record before the Property Tax Appeal Board are
Kat hi and Ron Enzenbacher, the appellants, by attorney Joanne P.
Elliott of Elliott & Associates, Des Plaines; and the Carroll
County Board of Review by attorneys David O Edwards and
Christopher E. Sherer of Gffin, Wnning, Cohen & Bodewes, P.C.
Springfield.

The subject property consists of a contenporary style single
famly dwelling that contains 2,696 square feet of |iving area.
The dwelling is approximtely 4 years old. Features of the hone
include a full finished basenent, three fireplaces, central air
conditioning, and a two-car attached garage. O her features
include a two-car carport, a deck, a gazebo, a beach house and an
i n-ground swinmng pool. The inprovenments are |located on a 1.26
acre lake front parcel along Lake Carroll, Freedom Township,
Carroll County.

At the beginning of the hearing the parties to the appeal
stipulated to the qualifications of their respective appraisers
to give opinion testinony.

The appellants contend overval uation as the basis of the appeal.
In support of this argunent the appellants subnitted an apprai sal
prepared by real estate appraiser D. Joe C arkson. Cl arkson
estimated the subject property had a narket val ue of $595, 000 as
of January 30, 2004. Cl arkson was called as the appellants’
w tness. Clarkson testified he has apprai sed over 250 hones in
the Lake Carroll area. He personally inspected the subject
property and neasured the dwelling using a tape neasure and a
| aser of the exterior dinmensions to determ ne the honme had 2, 696
square feet with 2,174 square feet on the main floor and a |oft
wi th approxi mately 521 square feet.

(Conti nued on Next Page)

Based on the facts and exhibits presented, the Property Tax
Appeal Board hereby finds a reduction in the assessnent of the
property as established by the Carroll County Board of Review is
warranted. The correct assessed valuation of the property is:

LAND: $ 46, 667
IMPR: $ 163, 963
TOTAL: $ 210,630

Subject only to the State nultiplier as applicable.
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In estimating the nmarket value of the subject property C arkson
devel oped both the cost and sal es conpari son approaches to val ue.
Under the cost approach the appellants' appraiser estimted the
subj ect property had a | and val ue of $150,000. |In estinmating the
cost new of the inprovenents Clarkson indicated he wused the
Marshal | and Swi ft Cost Handbook and |ocal contractor estimates.
The subject's above grade living area was estimated to have a
cost new of $97.75 per square foot of living area or $263, 534.
The subject's below grade living area was estinmated to have a
unit val ue of $50.81 per square foot of living area or $140, 693.
Cl arkson then added $33,687 for the decks, porch, gazebo and
beach house and $24,225 for the carport and garage. The total
estimated cost new was $462, 139. In the report the appraiser
estimted the subject had a remaining economc life of 50 to 55
years and 5% physi cal depreciation based on the age |ife nethod.
However, the appraiser deducted $38,496 in physical depreciation
whi ch equates to approxi mately 8% of cost new. G arkson was of
the opinion the subject suffered from no functional or externa
obsol escence. The depreciated value of the inprovenents was
$423, 643. To this the appraiser added $50,000 for site
i nprovenents and the land value to arrive at an indicated val ue
under the cost approach of $623, 643.

The next approach to val ue devel oped by O arkson was the sales
conpari son approach. In selecting the sales he searched the
previous 12 nonths and presented the only avail able sales at the
high end of the value range at that tinme. The w tness described
the subject's beach house as being heated and cool ed but had no
pl unbi ng. Under the sal es conpari son approach the apprai ser used
six sales located from .11 to 2.16 mles from the subject
property. The conparabl es were described as being inproved with
single-famly dwellings that ranged in size from 1,350 to 2,418
square feet of above grade living area. The hones were descri bed
as being inproved with tw, ranch style dwellings; three,
contenporary style dwellings; and a two-story dwelling. The
conparabl e hones ranged in age from5 to 18 years old and were
| ocated on parcels that ranged in size from .70 to 1.59 acres.
Each conpar abl e had a finished basenent, central air
conditioning, one or tw fireplaces and a two or three-car
gar age. One of the conparables was described as having a beach
house. These properties sold from Decenber 2002 to October 2003
for prices ranging from $490,000 to $545,000 or from $206.78 to
$403. 70 per square foot of above grade living area. After naking
adjustnents to the conparables the appraiser was of the opinion
these properties had adjusted sales prices ranging from $546, 720
to $704, 300. Based on these sales the appraiser estimated the
subject had an indicated value wunder the sales conparison
approach of $595, 000.
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Cl arkson placed nost weight of the sales conparison approach and
estimated the subject property had a narket val ue of $595, 000 as
of January 30, 2004.

Under cross-exam nation C arkson testified he had appraised his
conparabl e sales nunbered 3, 4, 5 and 6 and had inspected the
interior of these four conparables. The appellant's apprai ser
acknow edged the subject's beach house had a deck and a
firepl ace.

The board of review submtted its "Board of Review Notes on
Appeal " wherein its final assessment of the subject totaling
$261, 298 was discl osed. The subject's assessnment reflects a
mar ket val ue of approximately $787, 750 or $363. 19 per square foot
of above grade living area using the 2004 three year nedi an |evel
of assessnents for Carroll County of 33.17%

In support of its position the board of review submtted an
appraisal prepared by Frank P. Petta estimating the subject
property had a market value of $840,000 as of January 1, 2004.
Petta was called as a witness on behalf of the board of review

Petta testified he inspected the exterior of the subject property
and was denied access to the interior of the subject by attorney
Joanne Elliott.

In estimating the nmarket value of the subject property Petta
devel oped the cost approach and sales conparison approaches to
val ue. Under the cost approach the appraiser first estimted the
site value to be $240, 000. The appraisal contained five sales
and one listing of vacant lots that were used to estimate the
val ue of the subject's land. |In estinmating the reproduction cost
new of the inprovenents the appraiser used the Marshall & Sw ft
Cost Manual s and al so exam ned the Carroll County building permt
to get the construction costs of the house. He also considered

the cost of the slate roof and pool. In calculating the cost new
the appraiser utilized an above grade living area of 2,787 square
feet and a bel ow grade area of 2,787 square feet. For the above

grade area the appraiser estimated a cost new of $141.40 per
square foot resulting in a cost estimte of $388,143. The bel ow
grade area had an estimated cost new of $59.10 per square foot

resulting in a cost estimate of $164,712. The garage was
estimated to have a cost new of $24.95 per square foot resulting
in a cost of $25,449. Addi ng these conponents resulted in a

total cost new for these inprovenents of $578,304. The apprai ser
indicated that the life expectancy for the good to excellent
qual ity construction was 60 to 65 years. The appraiser estinmated
the subject had a renmaining economic |life of 58 years with an
effective age of 2 years resulting in physical depreciation of
3.33% or $19, 258. Deducting depreciation resulted in a
depreci ated value of the inprovenents of $559, 046. To this the
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appr ai ser added $77,500 for site inprovenents and the estimated

|and value to arrive at an indicated value by the cost approach
of $876, 546.

The next approach to value developed by Petta was the sales
conpari son approach. The apprai ser used four conparable sales
and two |istings. The appraiser described the conparables as
being inproved wth one, 1.5 story dwelling; and five,
contenporary style dwellings that ranged in size from 2,019 to
3,214 square feet of living area. The dwel lings ranged in age
from6 to 16 years old and were |ocated from approximately 200
feet to 2.3 mles from the subject property. Each of the
conparables had a finished walk-out basenent, central air
conditioning, one or three fireplaces, either a two or three-car
attached garage, and two had two or three-car carports. The four
sales occurred from February 2003 to Novenber 2004 for prices
rangi ng from $500, 120 to $950, 000 or from $198.82 to $395. 84 per
square foot of living area. The apprai ser adjusted these sales
for differences fromthe subject and estimted these conparabl es
had adj usted sal es prices ranging from$611, 120 to $939,900. The
two listings had prices of $729,000 and $975,000 or $361.07 and
$310. 21 per square foot of living area. The appraiser adjusted
these listings for differences from the subject and estinmated
these properties had adjusted prices of $764,400 and $893, 800.
The apprai ser estimted the subject had an estimated val ue under
t he sal es conpari son approach of $840, 000.

Conmpar abl e nunber 4 was also the sane as C arkson's conparable
nunber 5. Petta concluded this sale had an adjusted sales price
of $611,120 conpared to darkson's adjusted sales price of
$546, 720. Petta was questioned about his adjustnents to
conpar abl e nunber 4. He did not nake an adjustnent to this
conparable for the differences in the beach house | ocated on the
subject and the beach house on conparable nunber 4. The
apprai ser gave little weight to conparable nunber 4 because of
the manner in which the sale was reported. The wi tness indicated
this sale had a total price of $608,960 but was reported to have
incl uded $108,840 in personal property, which was deducted to
arrive at the price of the real estate.

Petta testified he gave nost weight to sale nunber 1 that sold in
June 2004 for a price of $800,000 and had an adjusted sal es price
of $842, 700.

In reconciling the two approaches to value the appraiser
i ndi cated the sales conparison approach is considered to be the
nost indicative of the final value estinmate. Petta estinmated the
subj ect property had a nmarket val ue of $840,000 as of January 1,
2004.
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Under cross-exam nation Petta was questioned about t he
transaction dates of the conparable sales and the valuation date
and his lack of a tinme adjustnents. He was al so questioned about
t he garage adjustnment he made to conparabl e nunber 3 of $10, 000.
The wtness also was questioned about his wuse of [|istings
(conparables 5 and 6) in his sales conparison analysis. The
W tness was aware conparable nunber 6 sold in Septenber 2006 for
$800, 000 based on an M.S listing information even though it was
listed for $975,000. The witness testified he had not appraised
any of his conparables. He testified he becane famliar with the
finish and anenities of the conparables from public sources or

multiple listing services. The appraiser testified that his
conpar abl e nunber 2 actually sold for $1, 600,000 and he deducted
the price of tw additional lots to arrive at a price of
$950, 000.

The next witness called on behalf of the board of review was the
supervi sor of assessnents Vivian Eaton. She testified about the
devel opnent of Lake Carroll since its inception in 1973. She is
famliar with the subject property fromthe exterior and with the
property at 21-42 Marina Court (C arkson's conparable #5 and

Petta's conparable #4) from the exterior. She did not believe
this property was superior to the subject in |ocation. The
witness indicated the cost to construct the honme was $506, 522
excluding the land value. The wtness also indicated the

subj ect's deck and boat house had a cost of $40,000. She further
i ndi cated that the subject has a slate roof that was added to the
subject that required a nodification to the rafters.

Clarkson was called as a rebuttal wtness by the appellant.
O arkson testified he had been in conparables 1, 3, 4 and 6 of
Petta's appraisal. He was of the opinion that Petta' s conparabl e
6 sold in July 2006 for a price of $750,000 not $800, 000. He
also testified that Petta's conparable nunber 5 is currently
listed for a price of $619,000 as conmpared to the list price of
$729,000 stated in the appraisal. Cl arkson chose not to use
Petta's conparables 1, 2 and 3 due to their dates of sale.

After hearing the testinony and considering the evidence the
Property Tax Appeal Board finds that it has jurisdiction over the
parties and the subject matter of the appeal. The Board further
finds the evidence in the record supports a reduction in the
assessnent of the subject property.

The Board finds the two appraisers were in agreenent that the
sal es conparison approach is to be given the nost weight. The
Board further finds the appraisers were in general agreenent with
respect to the description of the subject and its condition. The
apprai sers had one conmon sale, Carkson's conparable 5 and
Petta's conparable 4, that occurred in February 2003 for a price
of $500, 120. Petta indicated that this property actually sold
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for a price of $608,960 but $108,840 was deducted for persona

property resulting in a price of $500,120. Because of this
significant deduction the Board gives this sale |l ess weight. The
Board al so gives less weight to Petta's conparable sale nunber 2
whi ch included two additional |lots and had an actual sales price
of $1, 600, 000. Petta deducted $650,000 or alnost 41% of the
sales price as the contributory value of the additional |ots,

which calls into question whether that sale is indicative of the
subj ect property. The Board also gives little weight to the
listings contained in Petta's appraisal because they were not
consummat ed transactions that reflect the actions of buyers and
sel l ers. The seven remaining sales had varying degrees of
simlarity with the subject property. The transactions occurred
from Decenber 2002 to Septenber 2004 for prices ranging from
$490, 000 to $800, 000 and adjusted prices ranging from $557,300 to
$842, 700. The nean adjusted sales price of these renmaining sales
was $632,400. The Board finds the conparable with the adjusted
sales price of $632,400 was very simlar to the subject in size,

age and features. This conparable also had the |east net
adjustnent to its sales price. Seven of these eight sales had
adj usted prices ranging from $557,300 to $704,300. The subject's
assessment of $261,298 reflects a market value of approximately
$787, 750, which is excessive in light of these sales. After
examning the sales data, reviewing the appraisals and
considering the testinmony of the appraisers the Property Tax
Appeal Board finds the subject property had a market value of
$635, 000 as of January 1, 2004. Since market value has been
determ ned the 2004 three year nedian |level of assessnents for
Carroll County of 33.17% shall apply.
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This is a final adm nistrative decision of the Property Tax Appeal
Board which is subject to reviewin the CGrcuit Court or Appellate
Court under the provisions of the Adm nistrative Review Law (735

I LCS 5/3-101 et seq.) and section 16-195 of the Property Tax Code.
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DI SSENTI NG

CERTI FI CATI1 ON

As Clerk of the Illinois Property Tax Appeal Board and the keeper of
the Records thereof, | do hereby certify that the foregoing is a
true, full and conplete Final Admnistrative Decision of the

[I'linois Property Tax Appeal Board issued this date in the above
entitled appeal, now of record in this said office.

Date: February 29, 2008

&‘;tumﬂd”’;

Clerk of the Property Tax Appeal Board

| MPORTANT NOTI CE

Section 16-185 of the Property Tax Code provides in part:

"If the Property Tax Appeal Board renders a decision |owering the
assessnent of a particular parcel after the deadline for filing
conplaints with the Board of Review or after adjournnment of the
session of the Board of Review at which assessnents for the
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subsequent year are being considered, the taxpayer nmay, within 30
days after the date of witten notice of the Property Tax Appeal
Board’ s decision, appeal the assessnent for the subsequent year
directly to the Property Tax Appeal Board."

In order to conply with the above provision, YOU MJST FILE A
PETI TION AND EVI DENCE WTH THE PROPERTY TAX APPEAL BOARD W THI N
30 DAYS OF THE DATE OF THE ENCLOSED DECI SION | N ORDER TO APPEAL
THE ASSESSMENT OF THE PROPERTY FOR THE SUBSEQUENT YEAR.

Based upon the issuance of a |owered assessnent by the Property
Tax Appeal Board, the refund of paid property taxes is the
responsibility of your County Treasurer. Please contact that
office with any questions you may have regarding the refund of
pai d property taxes.
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